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PART ONE: INTRODUCTION 
Jens Newig, Edward Challies, Nicolas Jager 
 
 
Why an analytical scheme? 
Research on public environmental decision-making is proliferating. Yet, consolidated knowledge 
on how different forms of governance work, and what outcomes they produce in different contexts 
is still rare. There is certainly no consensus among researchers as to whether public participation, 
collaborative management, network governance or classical public management will do the best 
job in any given case. Instead, current knowledge rests largely on independent, scattered small-n 
case study analyses. Thousands of such case studies have been carried out and published in 
various forms, ranging from doctoral dissertations and conference proceedings to journal articles, 
book chapters, and whole volumes. Each of these is written from a different perspective, using 
different methods, gathering different kinds of data in order to respond to different research ques-
tions. How might this huge pool of knowledge be tapped to derive consolidated evidence on the 
mechanisms of public environmental decision-making?  
At least three strategies lend themselves to this task: (1) multi-case comparative case, (2) meta-
analyses, and (3) individual case studies carried out according to a standardised protocol. 
(1) Multi-case comparative studies have a long tradition. Using a common analytical frame-
work, they allow for a higher degree of generalisation than single case studies while at the 
same time providing for considerable analytical depth (Yin & Heald 1975; George & Ben-
nett 2005). A few larger multi- case studies are available (e.g. Bingham 1986; Chess & 
Purcell 1999; Lauria & Wagner 2006). While clearly superior to single case studies in 
many respects, the efforts and resources needed to carry out multi-case studies increas-
es roughly proportionally with the number of cases under study, which makes large com-
parisons feasible only in larger, well-resourced research projects. 
(2) Meta-analyses (e.g. case survey) seek to integrate findings from a typically larger number 
of original studies to arrive at new insights beyond the scope and findings of the original 
studies. Taking the myriad of available case studies as an “intellectual goldmine awaiting 
discovery” (Jensen 2001), a highly structured and systematic integration of single case 
study data into a coherent analysis is undertaken via the case survey method (Yin & 
Heald 1975, Larsson 1993, Newig & Fritsch 2009). Like multi-case studies, a case survey 
requires a common analytical framework (code book). This is applied to a number of al-
ready published studies, producing consistent qualitative or quantitative data conducive to 
further analysis via established methods. The clear advantage is to grant structured ac-
cess to a large body of research in order to answer a particular set of research questions 
with relatively few resources (as no primary research is conducted). However, a particular 
challenge lies in the heterogeneity of the original material. With the exception of Beierle & 
Cayford (2002) and Newig & Fritsch (2009), very few case surveys have been conducted 
so far in the field of public environmental decision making. 
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(3) Individual case studies using a standardised, commonly accepted analytical scheme con-
stitute a third option that has to date not been put into practice. Such an approach would 
allow for easy and coherent comparison of a multitude of case studies. It would foster the 
genuine cumulation of research as is common practice in (many of) the natural sciences, 
but still rare in the social sciences, let alone the complex field of public multi-actor deci-
sion-making processes. Depending on the specific focus of research, not every case 
study would need to apply the whole of a common research protocol. Rather, each study 
would focus on those variables most relevant to the case at hand. To our knowledge, no 
operable analytical scheme is publicly available today that could be used by different re-
searchers embarking on new case studies. 
All of the above options crucially rely on the existence of a coherent and empirically operable 
analytical scheme. In this discussion paper, we introduce and outline in detail an analytical 
scheme  SCAPE  that has been developed over several years, that has been tested and itera-
tively refined through application to dozens of case studies, and which is currently in use for a 
case survey of several hundred case studies of public environmental decision-making. 
 
Scope and applicability of SCAPE 
This is our initial contribution towards a standardised, common analytical framework to respond to 
the needs outlined above. Our ‘scheme for the comparative analysis of public environmental de-
cision-making’ (SCAPE) facilitates the systematic comparison of cases of public decision-making 
and serves to identify causal relationships between the characteristics of a decision-making pro-
cess and its outcomes. The framework is meant to be applicable to a wide range of public deci-
sion-making processes, focused on but not limited to environmental governance processes. 
A number of conceptual frameworks are available to study (environmental) governance, the most 
common and widely recognised being the Institutional Analysis and Development framework, 
advanced by E. Ostrom and colleagues. Most of these, however, lack sufficient detail to be direct-
ly empirically applicable. Application then results in different research protocols that, while refer-
ring to the same conceptual framework, produce empirical data hardly suitable for comparative 
analysis. SCAPE, developed through the integration of existing conceptual and empirical litera-
ture, provides the detail required in an applicable research protocol. To our knowledge, no other 
comparable analytical scheme for application in the field of governance analysis is currently pub-
licly available. 
SCAPE is particularly suited to the analysis of processes in the realm of environmental govern-
ance that entail different forms of citizen and interest group involvement or environmental media-
tion. It develops a clear notion of the ‘decision-making process’ as its core unit of analysis, and 
provides a coherently structured set of more than 300 items covering: 
 contextual conditions (section B) such as the societal and political environment, the pre-
history of a decision-making process, elements of the issue at stake, characteristics of the 
relevant stakeholder field, and the level of pre-existing conflict; 
 process characteristics (section C) such as who is involved in terms of governmental and 
non-governmental actors, the configuration of power relations, the role of scientific exper-
tise, communication and information flows between actors, aspects of process facilitation, 
and process resources; 
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 process outputs and outcomes (section D) in terms of social, economic and environmen-
tal aspects (with an emphasis on the latter), social learning, trust-building, public ac-
ceptance, and conflict resolution, to name but a few. 
The definition of these elements has been motivated and informed by the general notion that the 
process of decision-making − and different forms of participation in particular − make a difference 
for environmental and social outputs and outcomes. A wealth of individual hypotheses on how 
and why process features impact on outcomes can be found in the literature (see figure 1 for a 
simplified overview). 
SCAPE integrates these claims, drawing, for example, on management theory and procedural 
justice (Lind & Tyler 1988); federalism and multi-level governance (Schmitter 2002; Newig & 
Fritsch 2009), social learning (Reed et al. 2010), democratic theory (Fung 2006; Dryzek 1995; 
Schmitter 2002; Smith 2003); deliberation (Webler & Tuler 2000), social capital (Putnam 1995; 
Fukuyama 1997); sociological systems theory (Bora 1994); legal studies (Coglianese 1997); pub-
lic administration (Koontz 1999); political science (Dahl 1961; Tsebelis 1995); policy implementa-
tion (Pressman & Wildavsky 1973; deLeon & deLeon 2002) and consensus-making (Susskind & 
Cruikshank 1987; Susskind et al. 1999). Moreover, many propositions derive from numerous 
practitioner reports or handbooks (see the overview by Reed 2008). 
 
 
Figure 1: Simplified conceptual framework.  
 
The specifics of SCAPE 
SCAPE has been rigorously tested on a variety of case studies and iteratively developed to a 
high level of consistency and applicability. High inter-coder reliabilities observed across multiple 
independent applications of the protocol to the same case studies demonstrate convincingly the 
protocol’s comprehensibility, despite its indispensable intricacy. 
The key assumption underpinning SCAPE is the idea that the way public decision-making pro-
cesses are designed and carried out matters for the quality of decisions, their implementation, 
and other (social) outcomes. This reflects a strong trend in the literature that asks how modes of 
governance (process designs) have impacts on, for example, environment and sustainability 





































sign is thus conceived as a deliberate intervention: Policy-makers have a choice among multiple 
possibilities for designing and running a process. This has been termed “choice of mechanism” by 
Beierle & Cayford (2002) or “instrument” or “technique” by (Webler & Tuler 2002). Such design 
choices are meant to make a difference, to “work” and achieve their aims. 
SCAPE aims to provide a structured means to better understand which “mechanisms” work under 
which contexts, by allowing the systematic comparison of empirical evidence from a variety of 
different sources. Process design therefore is the focal starting point and key independent varia-
ble (or rather: set of independent variables) in the scheme. Context variables, then, seek to 
gauge how the setting in which a decision-making process takes place shapes the way in which 
process impacts on outputs and outcomes. 
The key analytical unit of SCAPE is the public decision-making process (DMP). Together with its 
societal and environmental context and its outcomes, it forms a case study. A DMP is defined as 
a process with the aim of reaching a collectively binding decision on a given issue. This can be 
completely ‘top down’ (without any stakeholder involvement) or relatively participatory. A DMP can 
start, for instance, with an initial interaction or meeting of stakeholders or with a building applica-
tion, and ends with a final decision or set of decisions (output). A DMP as such does not include 
subsequent implementation of the output. Nor does it include the events leading to a process. A 
DMP can be made up of several sub-processes and process types (such as hearings, task forc-
es, etc.) and embraces all of them. It is typically delimited temporally and separated from its ante-
cedents and consequents (Ragin & Becker 1992). Antecedents are captured by context variables, 
consequents are captured by output, outcome and impact variables. If the DMP is the focal unit of 
a case, then a case embraces a whole policy cycle from agenda-setting to policy-making (i.e. the 
DMP) and implementation. The variables in SCAPE provide clear definitions and help to identify 
and delimit empirical DMPs in complex environments of policy-making, and other processes play-
ing out in the public realm. 
Among the innovative elements that SCAPE introduces to the general field of assessing (envi-
ronmental) policy processes, three are particularly noteworthy: 
 Structured stakeholder mapping (sections B.III and C.II.2): Individual and organised ac-
tors with their stakes, interests, and power positions arguably play a key role in (participa-
tory) public decisions. But just how can one compare the actors and stakeholders of im-
portance to a decision-making process coherently across highly heterogeneous cases? 
One way would be to simply name these actors, but this makes cross-case comparison 
almost impossible. Another way would be to introduce aggregate variables for the (envi-
ronment-related) interests of all relevant actors, but this would not capture any detail on 
the nature of these actors. SCAPE opts for a structured stakeholder mapping approach 
based on a typology of sectors and generic positions towards the environment. Distin-
guishing government, private and civic sector collective actors as well as individual actors 
on the sectoral dimension and pro-conservation, pro-human health, pro-natural resource 
protection and pro-exploitation interests on the environment-related dimension yields a to-
tal of 16 societal segments (pp. 2618 and 3941). These are applied to the stakes and 
power positions of stakeholders as well as their representation in a DMP and their influ-
ence on decisions, respectively. This allows for a structured, precise and consistent map-
ping of actor-related features across a great variety of different cases. 
 Definition of environmental and social outputs, outcomes and impacts (section D): One of 
the greatest challenges in evaluating the ‘results’ of decision-making processes is to find 
common measures that apply across a great variety of cases. While for social outcomes 
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such as acceptance or learning, variables have been defined to compare across cases 
(Beierle & Cayford 2002), little effort has previously been made to compare the environ-
mental results of decision-making. SCAPE introduces a threefold approach that draws on 
work by Mitchell (2008). Outputs, outcomes and impacts are assessed against three dif-
ferent evaluative yardsticks. Environmental outputs (i.e. the decisions produced by a de-
cision-making process) are assessed (1) against the internally set goals of the process 
represented by the goals of the DMP initiator; (2) externally, against the goals of a given 
environmental regime reflected in any higher order policy of relevance to the issue (if ap-
plicable); (3) globally, against a hypothetical ‘business as usual’ scenario, and a hypothet-
ical ‘optimal’ condition or worst case scenario. Similarly, environmental impacts (i.e. likely 
changes in the environment due to the implementation of the output of decisions) are as-
sessed (1) against the goals of the environmental output, as well as against criteria (2) 
and (3) as applied to outputs above. 
 Assessing indications for causal hypotheses in a case (section E): SCAPE introduces a 
method for assessing whether and to what degree a given case study provides support 
for a number of causal hypotheses that link process characteristics with outputs and out-
comes (as sketched above). This assessment relies on counterfactual reasoning based 
on the facts and arguments the case provides.  
The technical details of SCAPE have been specifically developed to be applied in a case-study 
meta analysis (case survey), drawing on multiple coders per case. The analytical scheme (code 
book) presented in part two of this discussion paper corresponds to the second revision of 15 
March 2012 plus a number of minor editorial changes. SCAPE may, however, be used for guiding 
and analysing original (comparative) case studies as well. Not every detail will be relevant for 
every application. However, we felt it would be most illustrative and inspiring to display all tech-
nical features of the analytical scheme, because any given application will have to deal with simi-
lar issues again. 
We sincerely hope that SCAPE will prove as productive in other applications as it has proven in 
the current case survey of 200 cases of environmental decision-making processes worldwide. We 
invite fellow researchers to critique, test, apply, adapt or improve this analytical scheme and look 
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PART TWO: THE ANALYTICAL SCHEME (CODE BOOK) 
 



























In situations where only very  little  information  is available  from  the case  text(s)  for coding a specific variable or hypothesis,  it  is 
important to consider carefully the coding options. The choice in such situations will normally be between coding NIL with 0 reliabil‐
ity, or entering some other code with a low reliability. Generally, if there is clearly no information or insufficient information to make 




























Business as usual  A projected  scenario  reflecting what  is  likely  to happen assuming no  interruption of  current practices, 
trends and plans. A business as usual scenario can imply positive and/or negative environmental change.  










Compliance  Rule conformity  (i.e.  to do what a rule prescribes). This  includes more or  less simple  tasks,  including  to 
refrain from doing something. Whereas implementation implies to actively (and creatively) design a solu‐
tion,  compliance  simply means  adherence  to  the  rule  (i.e.  compliance  is  typically  a  single or  repeated 
action, rather than a process). 
Conservation  As an actor, actor group, or policy orientation: To preserve, protect or restore the natural environment 








or decisions  (output)  ‐ but does not  include  subsequent  implementation of  the output. A DMP  can be 
made up of several sub‐processes (such as hearings, task forces, etc.) and embraces all of them. 







Government sector  All governmental actors and organisations at various  levels engaged  in  the  formulation of policies and 






Human health  As an actor, actor group, or policy orientation: Concern for those environmental  issues that are  likely to 




















Outcome  Changes  in human perceptions or actions  that directly  result  from an output. Change means departure 
from the scenario had there been no output. This refers mainly to the planned consequences of the out‐
put  (such as  compliance with a new  rule). Unintended  consequences are normally not  included under 



































Process organiser  The organisation or group responsible  for organising, designing and managing  the process. The process 
organiser  can be a government  sector actor or a non‐state actor  (of  the private or  civic  sector, or  the 
citizenry), and may even be contracted specifically to manage the process  (e.g.  facilitation consultants). 
The process organiser may be identical to the process initiator, but this is not necessarily the case. 
Representation  The  extent  to which  the  composition  of  process  participants mirrors  the  interest  constellation  in  the 
public. Full representation is reached when there is a sufficient number of representatives for all relevant 
public groups and when these representatives are fully accepted as such by their constituencies. 
Segment  Segments of  the  stakeholder  field are defined as analytical  categories by  four  types of  societal  sectors 
(government,  private,  civic,  citizens)  and  four  different  positions  towards  the  environment  (pro‐
conservation, pro‐human health, pro‐natural resource protection, pro‐exploitation). It is the aim of coding 
to describe the stakeholder field through the characteristics of its different segments. 
Societal sector  In  line with common usage,  three societal sectors  (government, private, civic) plus citizens as a  type of 
non‐organized actors are distinguished as analytical categories for actors and stakeholders. 
Stake  “Stake […] involves all those – regardless of where they live, what their nationality is or what their level of 
information/skills may  be  –  that  could  be materially  or  even  spiritually  affected  by  a  given measure” 
(Schmitter 2002: 63). Affectedness can derive from different factors, such as proximity, economic interest, 
usage, social concerns or values.  
Stakeholder  Anyone potentially affected by  the environmental problem and  the consequences of possible solutions 
(e.g. redistribution effects,  loss of access  to resources, etc.). Stakeholders are defined  independently of 
who actually participates  in  (or  is  invited to) a decision‐making process. SCAPE distinguishes four stake‐
holder categories as defined above: government sector, private sector (for profit), civic sector (non‐profit) 
and citizens. 
Veto player  “A  veto  player  is  an  individual  or  collective  actor whose  agreement  is  required  for  a  policy  decision” 
(Tsebelis 1995:293), or who may potentially obstruct the implementation of this decision. 
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Guidelines and information for specific sections 
Name of the section  Variables   Guideline 
B. CONTEXT   15 ‐ 118  All context variables are coded  independently of the decision‐making process and rep‐





81 ‐ 118  The stakeholder  field  is understood as  the multitude of actors  that have a meaningful 
relation  to  the  issue at  stake. These  ‘real’ actors are mapped onto a  set of analytical 
categories defined by  four actor  types  (government sector, private sector, civic sector, 
citizens) and  four different positions  towards  the environment  (pro‐conservation, pro‐
human health, pro‐natural resource protection, pro‐exploitation). 
The complete guidelines for this section can be found in the coding table. 














140 ‐ 176  Process design  characteristics  relate  to  the whole DMP,  that  is, all process  types  that 
were employed during  the decision‐making process.   The  table on process  types  (PT) 
serves as an overview of the most  important process types constituting the DMP, cap‐










For  example,  for  coding  the  variable  267. OUTP  INFO GAIN,  only  information  that was 
used for formulating the output should be considered. That means that information that 




Final  decision  is  defined  as  the most  legally  binding  output  described  in  the  text(s), 







243 ‐ 266  Here,  a  threefold  approach  is  adopted  to  coding  environmental  outputs  (like  that 















































300 ‐ 314  Here,  a  threefold  approach  is  adopted  to  assessing  environmental  impacts  (like  that 
adopted for assessing outputs above) in order to make them comparable across cases, 
building on concepts developed by Mitchell (2008). In variables 304  ‐ 312, the impact is 
assessed against: First,  the goals of  the output; second,  the goals of any higher order 



































































327 ‐ 329  Hypotheses  in  this  section  generally  indicate  a  negative  causal  relationship  between 








































List of scales used / 




Scale  Coding possibilities   NIL  ‐99
[0/1]  0, 1  NIL  ‐99
[‐1/0/1]  ‐1, 0, 1  NIL  ‐99
[0..2]  0, 1, 2  NIL  ‐99
[0..3]  0, 1, 2, 3  NIL  ‐99
[0..4]  0, 1, 2, 3, 4  NIL  ‐99
[‐4..4]  ‐4, ‐3, ‐2, ‐1, 0, 1, 2, 3, 4  NIL  ‐99
[0..6]  0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6  NIL  ‐99
[0..8]  0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8  NIL  ‐99
Text   Enter text   NIL  ‐99
Text area  Enter text  NIL  ‐99





























































































































12. CASE END DATE  date  Date   Case end date: Note when the case was completed in the sense that no (major) further 
action was required. Code ‐99 (= 13.13.1313 for date field) if the case was not yet com‐
pleted. 











B .  C O N T E X T   
All context variables are coded  independently of  the decision‐making process and represent  the socio‐political context before  the 
decision‐making process started. They ignore potential changes in that context that occurred during the decision‐making process. 
B.I   POLICY SPACE 











































































































































B.I .2  Multi - level and spatial  aspects 


























































































































































B.II   ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUE 




























































































































(+) (*) Spatial scale issue: Approximate size, in km2, of the environmental issue area. 







































72. SPILL RACE TOP s‐q  [0..4] 
(99) 






















































































79. NIMBY bin.  [0/1] 
(99) 







80. BAU SCENARIO qual.  Text 
area 






B.III   STAKEHOLDER CHARACTERISTICS 
Stakeholders are conceived of as anyone potentially affected by the environmental problem and the consequences of possible solu‐
tions, e.g. redistribution effects, loss of access to resources, etc. Note: Stakeholders are defined independently of who actually par‐
ticipated in (or was invited to) the decision‐making process. There are four stakeholder categories: 
Government sector: All governmental actors and organisations at various  levels engaged  in  the  formulation of policies and  their 
execution (i.e. involved state agencies), including quasi non‐governmental organisations fulfilling functions of government. 
Private sector (for profit): All for‐profit organisations that are owned or operated by private individuals, and companies engaged in 
the supply of goods and services (i.e. productive private enterprises, farmers, industry, etc.), including umbrella organisations repre‐
senting industry, and state‐owned enterprises that are mandated to return a profit from their commercial activity. 
Civic sector (non‐profit): A  collection of entities and groups  that are organised  (institutionalised), non‐governmental, non‐profit, 
self‐governing, and voluntary (e.g. NGOs, churches, unions) (adapted from Salamon & Anheier 1997: 33f). 
Citizens: Non‐organised individuals (e.g. consumers, residents, etc.), and ad‐hoc, temporary and issue‐related citizen initiatives. 
The  stakeholder  field  is understood as  the multitude of actors  that have a meaningful  relation  to  the  issue at  stake. These  ‘real’ 
actors are mapped onto a set of analytical categories (segments) defined by four types of societal sectors (government, private, civic, 








Government Sector  Private Sector  Civic Sector  Citizens 
Pro‐Conservation  Segment  Segment  Segment  Segment 
Pro‐Human Health  Segment  Segment  Segment  Segment 
Pro‐Natural resource protection  Segment  Segment  Segment  Segment 











Government Sector  Private Sector  Civic Sector  Citizens 
Pro‐Conservation      Segment   
Pro‐Human Health  Segment      Segment 
Pro‐Natural resource protection  Segment       
Pro‐Exploitation         
The  second  step  requires  assigning  a  code  to  each  segment  for  the  two  variables  Stake  and  Power resources.  To  do  this,  the 
characteristics of the different actors comprising this segment have to be aggregated. The usual procedure for this is to consider the 
actor with the highest value in this segment and assign this to the whole segment; there should be no averaging out across different 












Societal sector Government Sector  Private Sector  Civic Sector  Citizens 
Position towards 
Environment 
Pro‐Conservation         
Pro‐Human Health         
Pro‐Natural resource protection         
Pro‐Exploitation         
 
 
Societal sector Government Sector  Private Sector  Civic Sector  Citizens 
Position towards 
Environment 



































81. STAKE GOVT PROCONS 



















83. STAKE CIV 
PROCONS 
Stake civic sector 
pro‐conservation 











Stake:  1 




Stake:  3 











STAKE                           s‐q 
[0..4] (‐99) 
85. STAKE GOVT PROHEALTH 
Stake government sector pro‐human health: 
See above for description. 





87. STAKE CIV 
PROHEALTH 
Stake civic sector 
pro‐human healt 
 











89. STAKE GOVT PRONRP 










91. STAKE CIV 
PRONRP 




92. STAKE CIT 
PRONRP 


















93. STAKE GOVT PROEXPL 
Stake government sector pro‐exploitation: 
See above for description. 






95. STAKE CIV 
PROEXPL 
Stake civic sector 
pro‐exploitatio 
 











97. PWR RES GOVT PROCONS 






































POWER RESOURCES  s‐q 
[0..4] (‐99) 
101. PWR RES GOVT PROHEALTH 
Power resources government sector pro‐human 
health: 
See above for description. 





















105. PWR RES GOVT PRONRP 
Power resources government sector pro‐natural 
resource protection: 
See above for description.  





















109. PWR RES GOVT PROEXPL 
Power resources government sector pro‐exploitation:
See above for description. 
 













































































118. WIN WIN  
POT 


























C.I .1  Rationales and goals of  the process 
119. INITR NAME qual.  Text 
(99) 
(*) Initiator name: Enter the name of the main formal process initiator – that is, the 
main organisation or group through whose action the decision‐making process was 
initiated.  































































































125. INITR GOAL CONS s‐q  [‐4..4] 
(99) 
























127. INITR GOAL NRP s‐q  [‐4..4] 
(99) 














































131. RAT ENVI s‐q  [0..4] 
(99) 


































134. RAT CONFL RESOL s‐q  [0..4] 
(99) 





135. RAT  INFO GAIN s‐q  [0..4] 
(99) 
















137. RAT LEGAL REQ s‐q  [0..4] 
(99) 































C.I .2  Process design characterist ics 





























































































145. PT1 PROFS 








151. PT2 PROFS 








157. PT3 PROFS 
 































































































































170.  KNOWL INTEGR 
METH  
































































C.II    ACTUAL PROCESS 
C.I I .1  Role of the competent authority 
177. NAME CA qual. 
 



















































































The  diagram  provides  a  simplified  illustration  of  this 
coding  procedure.  The  outer  circle  encompasses  the 
whole stakeholder  field, while  the  inner shows  the par-
ticipants. Here,  it becomes obvious  that  the group with 
the  highest  representation  is  the  private  sector, which 











Societal sector Government Sector  Private Sector  Civic Sector  Citizens 
Position towards 
Environment 
Pro-Conservation         
Pro-Human Health         
Pro-Natural resource protection         
Pro-Exploitation         
 
Societal sector Government Sector  Private Sector  Civic Sector  Citizens 
Position towards 
Environment 





















































185. GOVT TOTAL 







186. PRIV TOTAL 







187. CIV TOTAL 













































































191. REPR CIV PROCONS 




























































193. REPR GOVT PROHEALTH 
Representation government 
sector pro‐human health: 
See above for description. 
194. REPR PRIV PRO‐
HEALTH 
Representation private 
sector pro‐human health: 
See above for description. 
195. REPR CIV PROHEALTH 
Representation civic sector 
pro‐human health: 
See above for description. 








197. REPR GOVT PRONRP 
Representation government 
sector pro‐natural resource 
protection: 
See above for description. 
198. REPR PRIV PRONRP 
Representation private 
sector pro‐natural resource 
protection: 
See above for description. 
199. RERP CIV PRONRP 





















203. REPR CIV PROEXPL 
Representation civic sector 
pro‐exploitation: 
See above for description. 







205. INFL GOVT PROCONS 









206. INFL PRIV PROCONS 










207. INFL CIV PROCONS 

























209. INFL GOVT PROHEALTH 
Influence government sector 
pro‐human health: 
See above for description. 
210. INFL PRIV PRO‐
HEALTH 
Influence private sector 
pro‐human health: 
See above for description. 
211. INFL CIV PROHEALTH 
Influence civic sector pro‐
human health: 
See above for description. 









213. INFL GOVT PRONRP 




214. INFL PRIV PRONRP 




215. INFL CIV PRONRP 













217. INFL GOVT PROEXPL 
Influence government sector 
pro‐exploitation: 
See above for description. 
218. INFL PRIV PROEXPL 
Influence private sector 
pro‐exploitation: 
See above for description. 
219. INFL CIV PROEXPL 
Influence civic sector pro‐
exploitation: 
See above for description. 























223. SCIENT  PROC ADV s-q  [0..4] 
(99) 
 














































227. VENUE SHOP 
ENGOS 










C.II .3  Process characteristics 

























































































































239. TIME NEED interv. 
[h] 
Number  Time need: Average number of hours each participant spent in meetings and prepara-
tions in total, regarding the whole participatory process. 
Code -99 if there was no participatory process. 
240. PP DURATION interv. 
[Mont
hs] 
Number  Participatory process duration: If a participatory process was conducted, note the num-
ber of months (with decimal place) that the process lasted from first to final event. 
Code -99 if there was no participatory process. 



















D .  R E S U L T S  













D.I.1  Environmental and sustainabil i ty-related output 
Here, a threefold approach is adopted to assessing environmental outputs (like that adopted for assessing impacts below) in order to 
make  them comparable across cases, building on concepts developed by Mitchell  (2008).  In variables 253  - 261  the output  is as-
sessed against: First, the goals of the process initiator; second, the goals of any higher order policy of relevance to the issue; third, 
implied change from the ‘business as usual’ scenario towards either a hypothetical ‘optimal’ condition or a worst case scenario. 






















































246. OUTP END OF 
PIPE 






































253. OUTP PROC GOAL 
ATTAIN  CONS 
s-q  [-4..4] 
 












254. OUTP PROC GOAL 
ATTAIN  HEALTH 
s-q  [-4..4] 
 












255. OUTP PROC GOAL 
ATTAIN  NRP 
s-q  [-4..4]  
 










































OPTIMUM  CONS  















260. OUTP OPTIMUM 
HEALTH 















261. OUTP OPTIMUM 
NRP 

































263. OUTP ADAPTIVE  
APPROACH 








264. OUTP FLEXIBLE 
GOALS 





265. OUTP SUSTY 
PERSPECTIVE 

















D.I.2  Information and learning 
























D.II    SOCIAL OUTCOMES 
D.I I .1  Acceptance of output 



















































274. ACCEP GOVT PROCONS 














275. ACCEP PRIV PRO‐
CONS 




276. ACCEP CIV PRO‐
CONS 













278. ACCEP GOVT PROHEALTH 
Acceptance government sector 
pro‐human health: 
See above for description. 
279. ACCEP PRIV PRO‐
HEALTH 
Acceptance private sector 
sector pro‐human health: 
See above for description. 
280. ACCEP CIV PRO‐
HEALTH 
Acceptance civic sector 
sector pro‐human health: 
See above for description. 
281. ACCEP CIT PRO‐
HEALTH 
Acceptance citizens 






282. ACCEP GOVT PRONRP 




283. ACCEP PRIV 
PRONRP 




284. ACCEP CIV PRONRP 












286. ACCEP GOVT PROEXPL 
Acceptance government sector 
pro‐exploitation: 
See above for description. 
287. ACCEP PRIV PRO‐
EXPL 
Acceptance private sector 
pro‐exploitation: 
See above for description. 
288. ACCEP CIV PROEXPL 
Acceptance civic sector 
pro‐exploitation: 
See above for description. 





D.I I .2  Capacity building 



















































































D.II .3  Other 





























D.II I   ENVIRONMENTAL OUTCOMES AND IMPACTS  
Here, a threefold approach is adopted to assessing environmental impacts (like that adopted for assessing outputs above) in order to 
































300. IMPACT DESCR qual.  Text 
area 
(rel) 
































































































307. IMPACT POL 
CONS 











308. IMPACT POL 
HEALTH 




















OPTIMUM CONS  




















































































It  is  important  to note  that here not variables  (in  the  strict  sense) but  the existence of causal chains  (i.e. hypothesized  relations 
between variables according to case evidence and counterfactual considerations) are coded. 
In  the variable  field,  the observed  strength of  the hypothesised  causal  relation  is  coded  (0  indicates  the absence of a particular 





























E.I .1  Participation produces outputs with higher environmental standards  
Hypotheses in this section indicate a positive causal relationship between participation and environmental output (i.e. the more 
intense the PP, the higher the environmental standards formulated in the output). 
316. H OPENING UP s-q  [0..4] 
(99) 









317. H ENVI INFL s-q  [0..4] 
(99) 























319. H METH  KNOWL s-q  [0..4] 
(99) 

















































323. H NEGOTIATION s-q  [0..4] 
(99) 



































326. H ENVI  INNOV s-q  [0..4] 
(99) 









E.I .2  Participation produces outputs with lower environmental standards  
Hypotheses in this section generally indicate a negative causal relationship between participation and environmental output (i.e. the 
more intense the PP, the lower the environmental standards of the output). 













328. H COOPTED ENVI s-q  [0..4] 
(99) 




















E.I I .1 Participation fosters implementation capacity and acceptance of decisions  
Hypotheses in this section indicate a positive causal relationship between participation and implementation (i.e. the more intense 
the PP, the higher the likelihood of full implementation). 
330. H FIT IMPL s-q  [0..4] 
(99) 



























































































338. H INFORM ADDR s-q  [0..4] 
(99) 


























340. H NETWK IMPL s-q  [0..4] 
(99) 









E.I I .2 Participation fosters opposit ion to decisions  
Hypotheses in this section indicate a negative causal relationship between participation and implementation (i.e. the more intense 
the PP, the lower the likelihood of full implementation). 
341. H AWAR 
DECREASE ACCEP  
s-q  [0..4] 
(99) 









342. H MISFIT INST s-q  [0..4] 
(99) 








343. H MISFIT IMPL s-q  [0..4] 
(99) 
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